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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-4 are presented for examination. 

Specification 

2. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is 
clearly indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The following title is suggested: 

--SYSTEM AND METHOD FOR EXECUTING SELECTED TASK BASED 
ON TASK MANAGEMENT TABLE HAVING AT LEAST ONE TASK AND TWO 
ASSOCIATED PROCESSORS - 

3. The abstract of the disclosure does not commence on a separate sheet in 
accordance with 37 CFR 1 .52(b)(4). A new abstract of the disclosure is required 
and must be presented on a separate sheet, apart from any other text. 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
typographically error, page 1, line 10, the phrase "There has hitherto been 
known" should be written as "There has h i th e rto been known". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 4 is directed to a computer program which is not computer 
components or statutory processes. Thus the claimed computer program do not 
defined any structural and functional interrelationships between the computer 
program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit the computer 
program's functionality to be realized. Therefore, they are directed to a non- 
statutory subject matter (see MPEP 2106.01 [R-6], and see Lowry, 32 F.3d at 
1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lacks antecedent basis: 
said processor - claims 1,2,3, and 4; 

b. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly 
understood: 
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As per claim 1, lines 10-14, it is not clearly understood what is 
meant by "checking, if a processor other than said processor trying to 
execute the selected task is registered as said main execution processor 
for the selected task, a stoppage state of said processor registered as said 
main execution processor" (i.e. "checking if a processor, other than said 
processor, trying to execute the selected task is registered as said main 
execution processor for the selected task, then checking a stoppage state 
of said processor registered as said main execution processor" OR 
"checking the stoppage state of said processor registered as said main 
execution processor if a processor other than said processor registered as 
said main execution processor trying to execute the selected task). For 
the purpose of examination, examiner will interpret the limitation as 
"checking the stoppage state of said processor registered as said main 
execution processor if a processor other than said processor registered as 
said main execution processor trying to execute the selected task". Lines 
15-17, it is not clearly understood what is meant by "an executing unit 
executing the selected task if said processor registered as said main 
execution processor remains stopped" (i.e. according to lines 5-7, the two 
processors are the means that execute the task, thus an executing unit is 
referred to one of the two processors or it is another means that execute 
the task). For the purpose of examination, examiner will interpret the 
limitation as "the processor which is trying to execute the selected task is 
an execution unit". 
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As per claims 2-4, they have the same deficiencies as claim 1 
above. Therefore, they are rejected for the same reason as claim 1 
above. Appropriate corrections are required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dahbura et al (hereafter Dahbura) (U.S. Patent No. 4807228), and in view 
of Dwork et al (hereafter Dwork) (U.S. Patent No. 5727210). 



8. Dwork was cited in IDS filed 06/19/2006. 



9. As per claim 1 , Dahbura teaches the invention including a task execution 
system including at least two processors, comprising: 

a task management table registered with an associated relationship 
between at least a task, a main execution processor for executing the task and 
an in-charge-of-stoppage processor for executing the task (fig. 10; col. 2, lines 
63-68; col. 3, line 1 , processor status table registered with task ID, and 
associated primary processor and secondary processor for executing the task); 
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a selecting unit selecting an executable task from among tasks registered 
in said task management table (col. 6, lines 23-29, the controller selecting an 
executable tasks registered in a processor status table and sending the message 
to the processor to perform the task); and 

an executing unit executing the selected task (col. 6, lines 30-31 , the 
processor performing the task). 

Dahbura did not specially teach the in-charge-of-stoppage processor is 
utilized when said main execution processor stops, a checking unit checking, if a 
processor other than said processor trying to execute the selected task is 
registered as said main execution processor for the selected task, a stoppage 
state of said processor registered as said main execution processor and an 
executing unit executing the selected task if said processor registered as said 
main execution processor remains stopped. 

However, Dwork teaches the in-charge-of-stoppage processor is utilized 
when said main execution processor stops (col. 5, lines 53-56; col. 6, lines 9-13, 
other processor is utilized to perform the task that not being performed by the 
crash processor) , a checking unit checking, if a processor other than said 
processor trying to execute the selected task is registered as said main execution 
processor for the selected task, a stoppage state of said processor registered as 
said main execution processor (col. 5, lines 53-67; col. 6, lines 1-13, checking the 
status of the processor registered as said main execution processor if a 
processor other than said processor registered trying to execute the selected 
task) and an executing unit executing the selected task if said processor 
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registered as said main execution processor remains stopped (col. 5, lines 53-67; 
col. 6, lines 1-13, the operational processor executing the selected task if the 
processor registered as the main execution processor crashed). 

It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have incorporating the teaching of the in-charge-of- 
stoppage processor is utilized when said main execution processor stops, a 
checking unit checking, if a processor other than said processor trying to execute 
the selected task is registered as said main execution processor for the selected 
task, a stoppage state of said processor registered as said main execution 
processor and an executing unit executing the selected task if said processor 
registered as said main execution processor remains stopped as suggested in 
Dahbura into Dwork because both of these systems addressing the need of 
utilizing extra processor to perform tasks in response to a processor failure, and 
by incorporate the teaching of Dwork into Dahbura's system would improve the 
integrity of Dahbura's system by improving the efficiency of processor utilization, 
which identifying crash failures and reallocating pending tasks efficiently, and 
which is sufficiently fault tolerant to guarantee that a pending task will be 
executed as long as one or more processors remain operational (Dwork, col. 3, 
lines 15-19). 

10. As per claim 2, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. In 
addition, Dahbura teaches a judging unit judging whether or not a task requested 
to be registered can be registered as a task of a main execution processor (fig. 2; 
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col. 3, lines 23-25, determining whether or not a task requested to be registered 
as a task of a primary processor), a judging unit judging whether or not the task 
requested to be registered can be registered as a task of an in-charge of- 
stoppage processor (fig. 2; col. 3, lines 26-30, determining whether or not a task 
requested to be registered as a task of a secondary processor), a registering unit 
registering, if judged to be registerable as the task of said main execution 
processor and if judged to be registerable as a task of said in-charge-of- 
stoppage processor (fig. 2; col. 3, lines 23-30, task being assigned to a primary 
processor if judged to be registerable as the task of said primary processor, and 
task being assigned to a secondary processor if judged to be registerable as the 
task of said secondary processor), an associated relationship between the task 
requested to be registered, said main execution processor and said in-charge-of- 
stoppage processor (fig. 10, the same task being assigned to primary processor 
and to a secondary processor). 

11. As per claim 3, it is a method claim corresponding to the system claim 1 . 
Therefore, it is rejected for the same reason as system claim 1 . 

12. As per claim 4, it is a computer program claim corresponding to the 
system claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected for the same reason as claim 1 above. 
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Conclusion 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Sud et al (U.S. Patent No. 5919266) teaches method for fault tolerant 
operation of a multiprocessor data processing system have a table registered an 
associated relationship between at least a task, a primary execution processor 
for executing the task and secondary processor executing the task when said 
primary execution processor stops. 

Freedman et al (U.S. Patent No. 431 81 73) teaches system and method 
for selecting and scheduling the tasks to be executed for a scheduling status 
table. 

Wolf et al (U.S. Patent No. 5437032) teaches a task scheduler for user in 
a multiprocessor, wherein the scheduler attempt to assign each task to a 
processor for which the task has an affinity to the processor. 

Pallister et al (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0064829) teaches method for 
identifying processor affinity to execute the piece of application software. 

Fujibayashi (U.S. Publication No. 2004/0181707) teaches a system for 
management disaster recovery by utilizing primary and secondary resources. 

Thamattoor (U.S. Patent No. 6658595) teaches method for asymmetrically 
maintaining system operability using a first and second processor, wherein the 
second processor performs at least one function of the first processor in the 
event that the first processor fails. 
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14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to JENNIFER N. TO whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7212. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6AM- 3:30 PM, 

F 6AM- 2:30 PM. 

1 5. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

16. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Jennifer To/ 

Patent Examiner, AU 2195 
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